
Frances Barber 
450 Seddon Street, Bland, VA 24315-4692 

November 1,2005 11:07 AM 

lilding 
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oint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Seiiator Allen: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Univcrsiil Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends. family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance. pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume Iang distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the finding burden of the USF 60m high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessay!. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal lau, does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincccl> 

Frances liarher 

cc: 
. ,  
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The Federal Communications Commission 
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Representative Jim Mussle 
U S .  House of Representatives 
303 Cannon House OfficeBuilding ' 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: FederaLState Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

.., . . .  
, ~ *. 

. ,  

Dear Representative Nussle: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Iiniversal Service Fund.(USF) collecth'method to B rnonthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you l;now, USF is curre?tly cdlected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC chnges that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  conwmers, tb give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 

unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Eleanor Demuth 

: . *. ~i '11 . Shi€iing the funihg burden of tne USE fiom high v o l b e  to low-volume.users is radical and 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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SenatorHany Reid , . -  , ..LkiVEVED %JWSPln, I _j. 
US. Senate , ,  

1 DEC 3 0 2005 528 Hart Senate QfkeBuilding 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 j 

Subject: Re: Federal-State, 

r 

, , ,  

'T - MAILROCF B,oard on Universal Service:CC Docket 96-45 
. , :  - ,. . 

Dear Senator Reid: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly,flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currectly collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting thc hiding brrden of tk 2%' !ramhigh ,:ok.ne :e ! ~ v  .vdvme users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Donald Bender 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Jeff Eller . . ,  . ,,: , ,>,,..: . 
I ,  ,_ . ,  21545 US HWY 58 , Castlewood, VA 24.224 

November 1,2005 12:03 PM 

Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96 45 

Dear Senator Allen: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) coXection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residentia! and rurd consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the f u d n g  burrier, uithe iJ i r  li0I11 htgn volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC infomtion. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Eller 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



1524 Aldrich Avenue, Hudson, WI 5401 6-2 107 

November I ,  2005 12:05 PM 

Representative Ron Kind 
U.S. House of Kqxesentatives 
1406 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Ddcket 96-45' -6; - MAILROC.' '' 

./ 

Dear Representative Kind 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, %ill be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you icnow, XI: is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flal fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wirelehs users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden'of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Amy Faaren 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Representative Adam Smith 
U.S. House of Repre?entatives 
227 Cannon House Office Building 
Washingtpn, DC 20515-0091 

Subject: Re: Federal-StateJoint Roard on IJnivcrsal Service CC Docket 96-45 

~ 

. .  

Dear Representative Smith: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by @e unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the,same amount into the f k d  as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use the$ ,limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden ofthe USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it arc*~14 ! m e  a kighly C'etrimental effect-msms!l hus'nesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Pamela Damon 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Representative Ken Calvert ". . ,  
. .  U.S.. Howe pf Representatives 

2201 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject:, Re: Federal-Skte Joint Board bn Universal Se 
, .  , .  ., I 

CC.Docket 96-45 
1 

, ,  

Dear Representative Calvert: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my frie?.ds, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, 'USF is currently coilected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax couldFause many,low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and 1o.v-income residentialand ngal consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to Low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank yon for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lorraine Kline 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Senator Barack ObBfia 
U.S. %ate ":. 
713 HWSenate.OEce Build& 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 .; :. . .  

, , ,  
. .  . , .  

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board'on Unive&lBervice CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Obama: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USE) collecfidn method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you bra, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCG ciiaiiges that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distsiice, pays &he s a l e  amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, l i e  students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential mid rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their Lills. Shiiling the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Beverly Todd 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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. .  November 1 , 2 0 0 ' 5 - 6  

Senator D@nne Feinstein 
, <. U.S.,Sw@e 

331 H~y(Senqte.Office Building ; ( I  

Washington, DC 20510-000.l,~ , 1 , z  

I . . ,  .. . 

Subject: Re:. FedgrakState,J,oint Board on Universal Service CCDocket.96-45 
. . I  , . ~ . ?  .̂  , ,. 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negativzki imnpncred by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you. know, USF is currertly collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC change! :hat rystem to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the fundingburden of @e USF kom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it w d d  have a highiy detfilnenial eiiect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Margaret Welker 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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. .  ~ . . ,  
1215 Impounding Dam Rd,  Hanover, PA 17331-9669 

November 30,2005 10:37 PM 

Senator Rick Santorum 
US. Senate 
51 1 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Fedcral-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of yow constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Ifthe 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays thc same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and law-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a'consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee systcni soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you'pass along my conccrns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

John Weldon 

cc: 
FCC General Emu1 Box 
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Senator Mike DeWirx 
U.S. Sent?e 
140 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State .To& Board on IJniversal ServioeCC Docket 96-45 
. ,  

1 , . ,  

Dear Senator DeWine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Find (USF) cdlection,method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you how,,lJSF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, paB  .the game amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-inco,meresidential a p d d  cmsumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. SkiRkig the funding ba-5i.i a; 21,: KZ ,?om &il v6iuuke to iow-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Judy Beard 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



i Loren Adams 
305 East Truman ave , Salem, MO 65560-2485 

November 1,2005 11:25 AM 

Senator Christopher Bond 
U.S. Senate 
274 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Bond 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me: 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resoulces wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletlers and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

, ,. . 

, 
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Representative Brian Higgins 
US. House of Representative+ 
431 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington. Dc20515-ooO1 

Suhject:Re:Federal-State Joint Boardon Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Deer Representative H a i n s :  

I haveserious concerns regarding theFederal Communications Commissions'(FCC)position tochange the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and ne+rs, 
willbe negatively impacted by t h e u n f a i r c h a n g e p e d b y  theFCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue h i s .  Peqle who use more p a y  more into the system. If the FCC changes 
thatsystem toaflatfee,that meansthataomeonewhousesonethouMndminutasamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into the fund as someone who wes zero minutes of long distance a month. Gnstituenis who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized fordoing so. 

Aflat fee tancouldcause many lowwlumelong~ist~nceusers,likestudents,p~~dwi~elearuse~seniordti~ensandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to undford.de monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume uses is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all acrm America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,of whichIamamember,keepsmeinformedabouttheUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companiestorffovel;or"passe!ong'thsoefeeatotheircustomen,therwlity isthat they do. Asacon.umer IwouldlikeellsureI 
amchargedsidy. IftheFCCgoestoanumbentaxedmy servicewillcostmore. Ande-~dingtotheCoalition'sr~nt 
meetingswith top FCC officials, theFCC has plans to change toaflat fee system swn andwithout legislation. 

Iwillcontinue tomonitor development on theissueandcontinue tospread theword tomy community. I request youpasg 
along my concernstotheFCConmy behalLletting themknowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisp~opo~ionatelyaffect thosein your 
constituency. 

ThankyouforyourcontinuedworkandIlwkforward tohearing about yourparitionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Lundcpist 

cc 
The Federal Communications Commhion 

http://undford.de
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Robert Haynes i 
1105 S. Santa Fe , Salina, KS 67401 

Representative Jerry Moran 
US .  House of Representatives 
2443 Rayburn House Office Bldg 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Moran: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF &om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
umecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal !aw does not require companies to recover, or “pass along“ these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Robert Haynes 

cc.: 
The Federal Comm;nisationS,Commission , . . , 



h M u d  
l5870Gdfon Path,AppIeValley,MN55124 

November 1.2005 1148 AM 

Senator Norm Coleman 
US.Senate 
320Hari SenateOlliceBuilding 
Washington. E€ 7051O-oOo1 

Subject RsFederalState Joint h d o n  UniversalServiceCCDket 96-45 

Dear Senator Coleman: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commission; (FCC) position to change the U n i v e d  Service 
Fund(USF)collection method toemonthly flat fee. Many of you~constituents,induding me,my frienbfamily and nei&ars, 
willbenegatively impactedby theunfairchange propaged by theFCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a xevenue basis. People who we more p a y  more into the system. If the FCC changes 
thatsystem toaflatfee,that meansthataomeonewhou~onethousandminutmamonthoflongdiatance,paysthesame 
amount into thefundassomeonewhousm~erominutesdlongdixtanceamonth Constituentswho- theirlimitedrmourcm 
wisely .houlduotbepenali.edfol.doingso. 

A flat fee taxcouldcause many low-volumelong dixtanceusers,likestudentsprepaidwirelesruse,qseniorcitirena and low- 
income residential and NId consumen, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly incrmses on their bills. Shifting 
thefundingburdenoftheUSFfrom~hvolumetolow-~umeusenis~adicalandunnffe-. Inaddition,itwouldhavea 
h g h l y  detrimental eff act on small businearn all acrm America 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,ofwhichIamamembe,, k- meinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newlettersandup 
todateinformationon theirwehsite,includinglinlu toFCCidormation. WhileIamaware that federallawdoes not require 
companies to recover, or "pss along" these fees to their customers, the r d t y  is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I 
amcbargedfairly. IftheFCCg-toanumbers taxed,my servicewillcost mow. Andaccording totheCoalitioahrecent 
meetings with topFCCoffici& theFCChasplans tochange toaflat feesystem-n and without legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentron theiagueandcontinuetosp~eadthewordtomy community. I requet  youpass 
alongmyconcernstotheFCConmgbehalf,lettingthem knowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddixproportionately affect thaaein your 
constituency. 

Thank youforyourcontinuedworkand1 lookforward toheariaabout gourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 



Maraaret Darliqi 
6756StateRoute 415 S , BatbNY 14810-7710 

November 1,2005 11:43AM 

Senator Hilhq Clinton 
US. Senate 
476Russell Senate OfficeBuilding 
Washington, Dc 20510-ooO1 

Subject: ReFederalState Joint BoardonUnivenalServiYiceCCDocket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' K C )  position to change the Univerd Service 
Fund (USF) collection m e t h d  to a monthly flat fee Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
willhenegatively impactedby theunlairchengepropasedbg theFCC. 

As you know, USF ' currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more p a y  more into the system. I1 the FCC changes 

amount into thehrndassomeonewhousesrerominutesof longdistancea month. Constitueutswhouse their limitedresources 
wisely should not he penalized for doing 80. 

Aflat feetaxcouldcausemany low-~lumelongdistaaceusers,likestudents.p~epa~ddrelessuse~~s,niorcitirensandlow- 
income residential and rural consumem. to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on their hills. Shiftim 
thefundingburdenof theUSFfrom highwlumetolow-volumeuseFJisradicalandunnffessars. Inaddi t ion, i twouldha~a 
hahly detrimental effect on small businesses all aczm America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,of whichlama member,keeprmeinfonedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newletters andup 
todateinfomationon theirwebsite,includinglinlw toFCCinformation. Whilelamaware that federallawdoes not require 
companiestorecover,ol."passalong"thesefesetotheucustomen, thereality isthat they do. Asaconaumer IwauldlikeensureI 
amchargedfairly. If theFCCgoestoanumbers taxed,myaelvicewillmst more, Andacco,dingtothe~lition$I.ecent 
meetingswith topFCCofficials, theEChasplana tochange toaflatfeesystemmn and withoutlegislation. 

Iwill~ntinuetomonito~dwelopmentaon theissueandcontinuetosp~eadthewo*dtomy mmmunity. Irequest youpam 
alongmy~nce~stotheFCConmybehalf,lettingthemknowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddispropo~ionately affect thasein your 
constituency 

Thank you for your continuedworkandIlmk forward to hearing &ut your position on thi. matter 

Sincerely, 

Mqgaxet Darling 

thatsystem toafla t" fee,tbatmeansthat 8Omeonewhouseaonetho-adminutesamonthof longdiatance,paysthesame 

. .  
cc 
The Federal Conuqunications Commissiqn , 



- 
November 1,2005 11:11 AM 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
3 17 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Martinez: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue hasis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law docs not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Richard Barker 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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John Wiley 
400 CR 316,  Llano, TX 78643-3546 

..I 

Senator John Cornyn 
U.S. Senate 
517 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cornyn: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 
.< 

Sincerely, 

John Wiley 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission ' '  
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r Bryant Naquin 
PO Box 674 , Montegut, LA 70377 

w 

November 1,2005 11:12 AM 

Senator Mary Landrieu 
U.S. Senate 
724 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Landrieu: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me: 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Bryant Naquin 

cc: 
, j  , I  . ..,. 

The Federal Communications Commiss@n '. 
.. , ,  . .  
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Barbara Bemis 
7 120 Tracy Avenue , Kansas CIty, MO 641 3 1 

November 1,2005 11:12 AM 

Representative Emanuel Cleaver 
U S .  House of Representatives 
1641 Longwortb House Office Bldg 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Cleaver: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, includin 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rurd consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessaxy. In addition, it would haw a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Bemis 

cc: 
The Federal Communications .Capmission , . .  
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Nove&r12)005 ll:49AM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
us. Senate 
331 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, IX 20510-0001 

SuhiatRe:Federal-State Joint h r d  on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund(USF)coUection method toamonthly flat fee. Many of yourconstituents.in=luding me,my friends,family and neighbow 
willbe negatively impacted by theunfairchangepropdhy theFCC 

As you know,USFiscu~I.entlycollectedonaI.evenuebasis. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If t h e F C C w e s  
thataystemtoaflatfee,that meam that someonewhousesonethouaandminutesamonthof longdistance,pays thesame 
amount into the fund assomeone who um mro minutes of long distancea month. Constituentswho use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelong distanceusers,likestudents,pr~idwirelearusers,aeniorciti~ensandlow- 
income residential and rural consumen, to give up their phones due to unaflordable monthly increases on their hills. Shifting 
thefunding burden of theUSFfromhi&volume tolow~umensersisIadicalandunnecesaary. In addition,it wouldhavea 
highly detrimental effect on small busineases all acrw America. 
TheK~~USFFairCoalition,ofwhichlamamember,keeps meinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersendup 
todateinforinationon theirwehsite,includinglink. toFCCinformation. Whilelamaware that federallawdoesnot rerJuire 
companies torecover,or"passalong"th-f- t o t h e i r c u s t o m e 9 t h e ~ ~ t y  is that they do. AsaconsumerIwouldlikeensurel 
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetingswith topFCCoflicials, theFCC has plans to change to aflat fee system sgon and without legislation. 

lwillcoatinuetomonitordevelopmentsontheissueandcontinuetospreadthewo~dtomycommunity. Irequest y o u p ~ s s  
along mg concern8 to the FCC on my behalf, letting them knowhowa flat fee tax could disproportionately a f f e t  t h w  in your 
constituency. 

Thankyoufo~yourcontinuedwo~k!lcdIlgokfonvard to hearing about yourpi t ion on thismatter. 

Sincerely, , ,  

R Robuotellini 

cc: 
The Federal Communicati&ns Commission 
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November 1,2005 i1:OO AM 

Senator Bill Nelson 
US.  Senate 
716 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, fam.ly and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, L W  is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause nany low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Pearl Brown 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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494 Eighth Avenue, San Francisco, CA 941 18-3008 -5 - b3AV-n 
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November 1,2005 11:59 AM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
US.  Senate 
33 1 Hart Senatt Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Suhject:'R*: Federal-State Ioint Board on Universal ServiwCC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal ServicVFudd (USF) collection method to a month!y flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, LJSF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the h n d  as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-incorhe residential and r d  consumers, togive up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills: ShiiZing the hnding burden of the USF fiom high vdhimeT6 Ibw-trohune u5eIs is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this ma'.cer. 

Sincerely, 

Alex von Hauffe 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



.' .;. 
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Representative Henry Hyde 
US. House of Representatives 
2 110 Raybum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re. Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 
, ,  

Dear Representative Hyde: 

I have serious concernd'regarding the Federai Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family andneighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As ycu kmw, USE is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that.systern to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited 

A flat fee iux could cause xar;  
and law-illcome residentiai ana rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and witbout legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax cou!d disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Sergio Quevedo 

. .  
-wrces wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

! i i e  long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Jerry Benton . ,  

200 Holly Hill S T ,  N. wilkesboro, NC 28659 :, , . ., ,.!. 

. .I , , . .  November 1,2005 11:56AM 
" , . , .  

Representative Virginia Foxx , .  
U. S. House of Representatives 

Washington, DC 20515-0001 , .  

, ,  

503 Cannon House Office Building 

, 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Foxx: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me: 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural covsilmers, to give up :heir phores duc :o unaffdable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jerry Benton 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 


